Before the
FEDERAL COMNUNICATIOMNS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. | RECE‘VED

In re:

Advanced Television Systems MM Docket

and Their Impact Upon the
Existing Television Broadcast
Service

COMMENTS OF FREEDOMN NEWSPAPERS, INC. ON THE
8ECO ) 4 R _NOT N

Freedom Newspapers, Inc. ("Freedom") submits)these
comments in response to the Commission’s Second Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in the above-referenced proceeding ("Second

Further Notice").

I.  INTRODUCTION

Freedom is the parent corporation of the licensees of
five full-service commercial television stations: WLNE(TV), New
Bedford-Providence, Massachusetts; WRGB(TV), Albany-Schnectady-
Troy, New York; WTVC(TV), Chattanooga, Tennessee; KFDM-TV,
Beaumont~Port Arthur, Texas; and KTVL(TV), Medford, Oregon. Aall
of these stations operate in small or mid-sized markets. As an
experienced operator of these stations, Freedom is well-qualified
to comment on the effect of the Commission’s rules and proposals
for the implementation of advanced television (“ATV").

Freedom continues to support the Commission’s efforts
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to make ATV a reality. As Freedom has previously noted, however,
in order to continue to provide existing programming via ATV,
each of the 1500 operating TV stations will have to spend
millions of dollars. This existing service will remain strong
and viable only if a realistic ATV implementation plan is adopted
that takes into account the financial situations of many small
and mid-sized market stations.

In comments filed in support of the petitions for
reconsideration of the Second Report and Order/Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in this proceeding, Freedom urged the
Commission to consider the disastrous economic forces that will
overtake many stations in small and mid-sized markets if the
Commission’s ATV implementation plan does not adequately account
for the real-life problems many stations face.

Freedom’s concerns have been echoed by others in the
industry. Mr. Daniel Burke, the CEO of Capital Cities/ABC, has
recently warned that the huge costs of ATV may bankrupt many
stations in small markets and drive them off the air, thus
depriving the networks of a national audience and possibly
destroying the networks themselves.! As Freedom has suggested,
this may well result in the loss of local news and community
oriented programming outside large urban areas.? 1In addition,

Mr. Philip Lombardo, the managing general partner of Citadel

1. See Trachtenberg, High Definition TV Has Networks, Outlets
Worried About Costs, Wall St. J., Nov. 11, 1992, at Al, col.
6 (attached as Exhibit 1).

2. See also Wharton, Not So Fast on HDTV, ABC’s Burke Warns,
Daily Variety, Oct. 2, 1992 at 4 (attached as Exhibit 2).



Communications Company, Ltd., which operates stations in mid-
sized and small markets? has explained that the capital
expenditures required for ATV conversion simply are not
affordable to some stations, given recent flat revenues and the
reluctance of banks to lend to the industry.¥

On top of the financial burdens presented by the
current ATV implementation schedule, the Commission’s ATV
allotment proposal present issues that may affect the ability of

certain stations to compete in the ATV marketplace.

II. PLANS TO ALLOT ATV CHANNELS BASED ON CURRENT TRANSMITTER
BITES MUST ACCOUNT } ' NCES

2t

In the Second Further Notice, the Commission proposed
taking into account existing NTSC transmitter sites in the ATV
allotment process.? By joining the Joint Broadcaster Comments
that are being filed today by numerous local broadcast companies,
the networks and others, Freedom has indicated general agreement
with the Joint Broadcasters’ proposal to adopt an allotment/
assignment approach that is based on replication/coverage
maximization principles. However, Freedom has one reservation
about any allotment plan that slavishly adheres to existing

transmitter sites: current inequities in the NTSC allotment

3. WMGC-TV, Binghamton, New York; WVNY-TV, Burlington, Vermont;
KCAU-TV, Sioux City, Iowa; and KCAN-TV, Albion, Nebraska.
Mr. Lombardo also is the President of the managing general
partner of Coronet Communications Company, Limited
Partnership, licensee of WHBF-TV, Rock Island, Illinois.

4. See Trachtenberg, n.l1l, supra.

5. Second Further Notice at ¢ 35.
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scheme should not thoughtlessly be perpetuated in the new ATV

service.

A, i i smi e etuate C
Inequitijes.

In the Second Further Notice, the Commission requested
comment on any circumstances where it might be desirable to
evaluate ATV allotments on the basis of sites other than those
occupied by existing TV stations. WLNE-TV, Freedom’s Channel
6 station in the New Bedford-Providence market, presents a real-
life example of one such circumstance.

In order to understand the possible effect of the ATV
allotment process on WLNE, it is necessary to understand WLNE’s
history.

WLNE’s New Bedford transmitter location historically
has been a handicapped one. In the Commission’s attempts in the
early 1960’s to establish three competitive, off-air VHF network
stations in the New Bedford-Providence market, it "shoehorned"
Channel 6 into its present site through the expedient of
sanctioning a transmitter site that is short-spaced to three
other VHF stations. Because WLNE’s present transmitter site is
disadvantageously situated for the existing off-air antenna
orientation in the market, off-air viewers of the station have
received a markedly inferior signal from WLNE, compared to the
signals of the other major network stations in the market.

The original authority to construct WLNE’s Channel 6

station specified a transmitter site that was off the mainland of

6. Id.



Massachusetts, on Martha’s Vineyard.y Eventually, the
transmitter site was moved to its present location in Tiverton,
Rhode Island.¥ That site is short-spaced to co-channel
Stations WRGB, Schnectady, New York and WCSH-TV, Portland, Maine,
and is also short-spaced to adjacent channel WCVB-TV (channel 5),
Boston, Massachusetts. Despite these short spacings, the
Commission concluded "that the proposal [for a Tiverton
location]. . . represents the most practical solution for
bringing a much needed VHF service to Providence and southern
Massachusetts."Y

However, the "move-in" to Tiverton has had a
substantial public interest drawback: off-air antennas in the
market generally are oriented toward the north, away from WLNE’s
transmitter site. WLNE’s site is 19 miles to the south of the
Rehoboth antenna farm where the transmitter sites of other
stations in the New Bedford-Providence market are located.
Viewers with their antennas oriented toward Boston can receive
the numerous Boston stations, most of which have their
transmitting towers located at the antenna farm in Needhanm,
Massachusetts. Because of the geographic relationship of Needham
to Rehoboth, many viewers in the New Bedford-Providence market
can orient their antennas to receive both the Boston and

Providence stations.

7. See WTEV Television. Inc., 23 Rad. Reg. (P&F) 1050b, 1052
(1962).

8. See File Nos. BMPCT-6524; BLCT-1719.

9. 23 Rad. Reg. at 1056.
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Because of the predominant off-air antenna orientation
to pick up the Providence and Boston television stations, viewers
of WLNE receive an inferior quality signal compared to the other
two network stations in the market. The Commission’s plan to use
WLNE as a short-spaced hybrid station serving both New Bedford
and Providence has not fully achieved either of its goals, and
has unintentionally hindered the station’s ability to serve

viewers off-air.

WLNE has labored with its transmitter site problems for

about thirty years. If this inequity were continued in the ATV
service, the Commission’s new ATV scheme would impose an onerous
regulatory "double-whammy" on WLNE. First, WLNE must expend
millions of dollars to construct an ATV system under the
aggressive schedule imposed by the Commission. And it must bear
the concomitant financial burden of incurring substantial power
costs during eight years of simulcast operations. Second, WLNE
would be faced with a technical impediment to its ability to
generate revenue from its ATV service -~- a service that, from
the beginning, does not present any realistic short-term
opportunities to produce additional revenue.

Moreover, there is no way to know whether cable
operators will have the capacity (or the desire) to carry a full

complement of simulcast ATV signals, along with their existing



NTSC signals.l” Therefore, it is possible that ATV service
will be provided primarily over-the-air for a while. During that
period, WLNE’s current problems at NTSC actually may be
exacerbated in the ATV service.

Any such reception problems in the ATV service would
further exacerbate the problems of a station that must expend

considerable sums to construct its ATV facilities.

C. s Pres 0 it] To Resto

ATV presents an opportunity to correct WINE’s
historical disadvantage and to finally allow full competition in
its market. This can be accomplished by building flexibility
into the ATV allotment process. Freedom therefore supports the
Commission’s proposal to allow a licensee to conduct its ATV and
NTSC operations at different sites, where the alternate ATV site
would meet minimum spacing requirements and adequately serve the
community of license.lV

Once an ATV transmission standard is adopted, and as
the Commission prepares a "final" proposed ATV allotment table,
Freedom also encourages the Commission to accept requests for

changes in antenna sites based on situations such as WLNE’s, in

10. As the Commission is aware, the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992 contains "must carry"
provisions that may benefit broadcasters. However, a number
of lawsuits have been filed that challenge these provisions.
Even if these provisions are upheld, it is unclear how and
whether they will apply to the carriage of ATV simulcast
transmissions.

11. The Commission has not yet determined what ATV contour will
be required to be placed over a station’s community of
license. Freedom urges the Commission to use a contour that
is no less in area than the required NTSC contour.



the same way that the Commission intends to consider negotiated
allotment/pairing agreements .1/

Moreover, until the Commission issues its proposed
"final™ ATV allotment table, it is not possible to determine how
much flexibility stations will have to relocate from their
assigned ATV transmitter sites, and also maintain required
spacing. But given the current frequency congestion in the
northeast, it is possible that little movement will be allowed
under the separation standards. Freedom therefore encourages the
Commission to adopt procedures to grant short-spacing waivers for
new ATV sites, in circumstances where the licensee suffers from
these types of antenna orientation problems, or where the

allotted site is unavailable because of tower problems.

III. CONCLUSION

In light of the yet undeveloped transmission
technology, and an unarticulated transmission standard, the
Commission’s ATV allotment proposal leaves many questions

unanswered. For this reason, the full effect of the Commission’s

—proposal to allot ATV channels to current NTSC sites cannot be

determined. One thing is clear: requiring broadcasters to

12. See Second Further Notice at §9 7, 51 & n.55. Because an
ATV transmission standard has yet to be selected, and test
data is still preliminary, it is unclear whether the
transmission characteristics of certain ATV systems may
ameliorate WLNE’s current problem with antenna directivity.
Even after an ATV transmission standard is adopted, it may
not be possible to predict with any certainty what type of
reception problems will arise due to antenna orientation.
These problems may not be known until actual ATV operation
commences. For this reason, flexibility to relocate must be
maintained even after ATV service is initiated.



expend considerable sums for ATV without allowing them to rectify
problems with current transmitter sites would impose an unfair
burden and an unreasonable impediment to a new service. Freedom
urges the Commission to adopt policies that allow flexible

solutions to these problems, as set forth above.

Respectfully submitted,

FREEDOM NEWSPAPERS, INC.

Washington, D.C. 20004-2505
(202) 637-2200

November 16, 1992
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Scary Picture

High-Definition TV
Has Networks, Outlets
Worried About Costs
They Fear the Revenue Gains

May Be Slight if People
Refuse to Buy $3.500 Sets

Dividing Rich From Poor!

By JerrReY A. TRACHTENBERG
Staff Reporter of THE WaLL STREET JOURNAL

Nestled in his seat in St. Louis's Fox
Theater, Stephen Merren marveied at the
baseball game unfoiding on & 28-foot-wide
screen. The panoramic view made him feel
as though he were inside the park, and the
picture was so clear he could practically
see the seams on the ball. “'I remember
thinking that this is the next generation of
television,” says Mr. Merren, who man-
ages station WKTV in Utica, N.Y.

Four years after his first long look
at high-definition television, aiarm has
replaced his sense of wonder. “It's defi-
nitely light years ahead of everything
else,” he says. “But we can't afford
the millions of dollars we'li need to invest. |
don't see how others will be able to pay for
it, either.”

Yet Mr. Merren will soon have little
choice. In the most dramatic development
in television since David Sarnoff broadcast
black-and-white pictures from the 1939
World’s Fair, high-definition TV will prob-
ably reach the U.S. market in 19%. TV
stations that don't invest in it run the risk
of being driven out of business by more
aggressive competitors., such as HDTV
satellite or cable systems, and later by
Federal Communications Commission
rules.

Startling Improvement

HDTV, in case you haven't séen it. is
a knockout. Designed to match movie-the-
ater viewing, it has twice the clarity of
today's TV pictures, richer colors and
sound quality rivaling a compact disk’s.
The screen is wider and more rectangular
than square. “You'll see all the slaves in
‘Spartacus’ and all the grains of sand in
‘Lawrence of Arabia,” " says Robert Sie-
genthaler, president of broadcast opera-
tions and engineering at Capital Cit-
ies/ABC Inc.’s ABC Television Network
Group.

Yet the new lechnology is likely 10
wreak havoc on much of the industry. TV
stations, the major broadcast networks.
cable channels and iocal cable systems
may have to spend $15 billion to 820 billion
to achieve HDTV capability.

$68 billion 1n the first 10 years. The com-
plex HDTV sets will start out costing about
$3.300. largely because of the expense of
making the big screens required for the
best pictures. Even by the decade’s end.
the sets are likely to run about $2.000.
six times the cost of a color set inday.

| The Forces at Work

Who asked for a clearer picture in the
first place? Viewers, many of whom have
deserted network television in favor of
cable channels and videocassette re-
corders, complain about program quality.
not technology. Even network executives
say their biggest challenge is to develop
funnier comedies and better dramas. A
10% improvement in technical quality
won’t induce you to watch a show if you
don’t like it,” Mr. Siegenthaler says.

The push toward HDTV is coming from
federa! regulators who see it as partof a
swing toward digital technology. politi-
cians who want to overtake the Japanese,
and equipment makers who anticipate
billions of dollars in sales. Encouraged by
Washington visionaries such as FCC
Chairman Alfred Sikes and Congress-
man Edward Markey, they contend that
HDTV is the roadway into the next cen-
tury. And in many ways it is, offering, for
example, a new dimension to interactive
television and enabling people to use TV
sets like computers.

But who will pay for an overhaul of the
TV infrastructure? Cable subscribers, al-
ready angered by five years of climbing
bills, may be loath to ante up. And broad-
casters may not be abie to raise their ad
rates to cover the cost. **Network television
is a commodities market, and pricing
reflects supply and demand, not picture
quality,” says Paul Schulman, president of
2 media-buying firm bearing his name.

Unfortunate Timing

In many ways, the HDTV push couldn't
come at a worse time. The three major
networks combined are taking in about
$9.4 billion this year in nationai advertis-
ing, but only ABC made money in 1991.
Yet each of the three will probably have to
spend up to $100 million gearing up for
HDTV over the next few years, plus about
$50 million apiece to equip the handful of
stations they own.

Local stations. too, face re-equipment
costs that many will find prohibitive. Last
vear. more than a third of the nation's
1,076 commercial TV stations ran at a loss.
and many more are mired in debt and in
their worst ad stump in years.

T don't see any way we can afford
this,”” says Philip Lombardo. owner of
Citadel Communications Co., which
operates four stations in such markets as
Sioux City, lowa, and Rock Island. Hil.
Capital expenditures at each of his stations
range between $75.000 and $200,000 a year:
investing a minimum of $1.2 mllion simply
to pass along digital signals will be impos-
sible, he says. He notes that since 1989 his

* revenues have risen only 2 t0 3% annuaily

Please Turn to Page A6, Column 2
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Although broadeasters in big markets
such as New York, Los Angeles and Chi-
cago can easily handle the investment,
Daniel Burke, chief executive of Capitai
Cities/ABC, recently warned that the huge

wide audience and possibly destroy the
network itself.
In Erje, Pa., Mike Csop, chief engi
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Others disagree. While costs will fall,
fact who

for WICU-TV, belleves he would have to
spend $3 million to $4 milllon for 2 new
tower, transmission lines, antenna and
transmitter. “HDTV will put us out of
business,” he declares. “I spend the
same amount as the {op 50 markets to put
on a picture, bul our revenues are much
less.” In fact, the NBC aftiliate's

oontend that HDTV
sets will drop far under $2,000 by the turn
of the century are "dreaming." says Ron
Sommer, president of Sony Corp. of
America, He should know. Sony ls already
manufacturing HDTV sets [or Japan,
where, after aggressive price-cutting, they
still cost abgm $8,000.

have declined steadily since 1988 to about
$5 million today; WICU, once the only
station in Erie, now competes with four
others ln town.

Others worry that {f rivals in cable and
direct-satellite switch to HDTV first, they

f ers anticipate
& bonanza. A study by the Advisory Com-
mittee on Advanced Television Service, an

sets, could shell out $33.8 biltion to $68.2

M40 The Americen Electronics
JAssaciation asks Congress for $1.35 billen,
10 fund HDTV growth. - L
Staveh 1900 FCC Chairman Alfred Sikies
ok ootk
WO,

Mnev‘:wm up fo $145
estimate is adjusted for
To some degres, HDTV is already help-
fog rebulid the U.S. "
industry. Robert Rast, a vice o
General v " Y8

biltion in the first 10 years of HDTV. Larry i ¥ %1
U
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NOT SO FAST ON HDTV, ABC’S BURKE WARNS

BY DENRIS WHARTON

Cee e m— — oo - —— =

WASHUNGTON — Capitad Cit-
125 /ABC pree Danied Burke yestoer-
day warid federal cogulatars tha
the switch to high definition TV
could snperl the survival of snaill
stations.

Burke, i a speeeh o the Assn.
for Maximum Scrvice Television
with Federal  Communications
Commission mewbers and siall in
attemdance, warned of the “law of
unintended conseguences” in de-
veloping communications policy.

My concern is the possibility of
wndermining the universal over-
the -uir system of television by not
thinking hrough every possible
consequence of changes howbeing
planncd,” he said.

Butke said the high cost of con-
verting o station to DTV —whi
ch some abservers have estimated
al between 32 mitlion and $10 0wl
lion-- might drive small broad-
casters ou of business,

*Could this mean the end of a
universal, [ree over -the-air delivery
system as we know it?” he asked.
*And if a significant numbcr of sta

. ———  ® ——— - . ——— — — . Pt - stmmw  — em—— — v—  m— po—— > v— ——

tions do close
their doors.
could the loss

of coverage

are already
fragile [i-
nancially de-
e __spite their
size? Could we become a nation of
urbon ‘haves' and small com-
munity ‘have nots'?”

Burke said the loss of small sta-
tions would hurt the ““concepd of
localism™ whereby broadcasters

. ——— tmmm. ovm— —— ——t  — ———

ofter focal news and information.

The FCC is slated 10 pick an
HDTV standivd next year, Broad-
cisters will then have 19 years 1o
Rifly convert signal delivery 1o
DTV,

Burke offerad four suggestions
for the FCC as the HDTV conver-
sion process develops: that umiver-
salover-the alr YV sraee be oo
finued throughout the U.S; that
the commission consider how it
actions might burt small broad-
casters’ ability to Jdeliver local news
and pubdic service; that the FCC
ensure that new HDTV transmis-

sions nol nterfere with current
broadcast service during the tran

sition: and rhat coverage provided
local stations o new HIYTY chon

nels heequatio the cosrent reach,

Burke's go-show approuch wans
in shurp contrast 1o earlicr com-
nents e the Jay from FCC char-
wan Al Sikes. Sikes noted tha
“thers are come who vaw sopnd o
note of anxicty ” over the prospects
for HDTV. However, Sikes said,
“Now is not the tinie 1o et weak
kneed. Wead-kneed  individuals
and industries fall b Vind in dy-

" namic markets.”




